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Introduction
The decisions 'whether to own or rent a home', 'where to buy', and 'what property to buy' are all risky. Ill-informed purchases cannot easily be reversed. This is because, unlike most other financial assets, residential properties are quite illiquid and homeownership is, in most countries, associated with very high transaction costs 1 .
Ill-informed purchases also greatly adversely affect a household's long-term wealth situation. This is because households that want to own their home typically have to invest a large share of their savings into one single volatile asset; their home. Moreover, most homebuyers dramatically leverage this investment by taking on a substantial mortgage. In other words: most homebuyers overinvest into residential real estate from a portfolio diversification point of view. If the value of the home increases, this has dramatic positive wealth effects. Conversely, if the value drops (or has been overestimated in the first place), this often wipes out a household's entire wealth. This is especially true for first-time purchases since in this case there is no previous property that could provide a hedge of the form 'sell low-buy low; sell high-buy high'. However, even 'chain-transactions' (sell old house and buy new one) are associated with significant idiosyncratic risk components that cannot easily be hedged away.
For example, a house may significantly drop or increase in value because of a new development nearby or the turn of a neighborhood to the worse or better. Or a single house may unexpectedly develop subsidence issues -a common problem in many English local housing markets including the Greater London Area. There is no hedge for these idiosyncratic risk components and many of these risks cannot be adequately insured against either. It would therefore seem sensible for households, to the extent feasible, to minimize the various risks associated with the purchase of a home and, if the risks are judged too high, to put off the purchase of a home entirely and rent instead.
In this paper, we hypothesize that as households move farther away from their original residence, search in the destination housing market becomes more difficult and more costly 2 , the amount and quality of information collected on the destination housing market and individual housing units decrease, and, therefore, purchase decisions become more risky as the future sales price becomes more uncertain.
1 Transaction costs include real estate transfer taxes (in the UK, for example, the Stamp Duty Land Tax ranges from 0 to 7% of the house value, depending on the transaction price), estate agent and legal costs (such as deed registration fees), search costs (including the costs of conducting a property survey), physical moving costs and psychological costs. Transaction costs vary enormously by country. According to the European Mortgage Federation (2006) the total transaction costs (more narrowly defined, so e.g. excluding search costs or psychological costs and not fully taking account of estate agent fees and some legal costs) range anywhere between 2 and 17%, depending on the country considered. In Southern European countries such as Greece, Italy and Spain and in Belgium the transaction costs are particularly high, taking all costs into account far exceeding 10% of the purchase price. Haurin and Gill (2002) estimated the transaction costs of selling a home in the US to be in the order of 3% of the house value plus 4% of household earnings. 2 The emergence of the Internet may have substantially reduced such costs, but still a site (and neighborhood) inspection in person is essential for properties, unlike mass produced goods sold online and hence costs of travels for viewing are inevitable. Moreover, reliable information on individual properties, sites and neighborhoods and future developments in those neighborhoods typically require more than just a single visit; they require in-depth knowledge of the local area and the site that can only be accumulated over time.
The difficulty of search largely arises from the heterogeneity of housing and neighborhood in terms of their characteristics and their location. A homebuyer is arguably more likely to make an ill-informed investment decision in a remote destination market by either paying too high a price (not being fully aware of some problems with the property, the site, the neighborhood, or future developments in the area that may adversely affect the value of the property) or buying into the 'wrong' neighborhood (mismatch). Renters may also misjudge the prevailing rent-level or choose the 'wrong' neighborhood in remote destination markets, but this has less grave consequences as, in contrast to owner-occupiers, renters do not have to bear the capital loss associated with the sale of a home plus they face much lower housing transaction costs and can therefore move more easily. 3 Moreover, if say a neighborhood turns bad, this should, at least in the longer-run, also be reflected in lower subsequent rents or smaller rent increases, compensating the renter for the bad event occurring.
In an attempt to minimize investment risk, a reasonable strategy for a mover to a remote destination market would therefore seem to be to rent a property first and delay a home purchase until more (reliable) knowledge can be accumulated about the new neighborhood.
As a consequence, we would expect that, all else held constant, households that move farther away from their original residence are less likely to own their next property than households that move nearby. This is the main proposition that we put to the data.
Our empirical analysis employs data from the Survey of English Housing (SEH). The SEH is a rich dataset that provides essential information such as the housing tenure status of households (the dependent variable), the distance moved (the key explanatory variable) and various demographic and socio-economic characteristics of households and household heads (the control variables). Controlling for demographic and socio-economic characteristics of mover households helps mitigate concerns of spurious correlation and omitted-variable bias.
A crucial additional advantage of the SEH is that it provides information on the pre-move conditions of households. In particular, the tenure status at the previous accommodation helps control for unobservable preferences and the ability to own of households.
Our empirical analysis reveals three novel insights. Firstly, we provide evidence in favor of our proposed mechanism through which moving distance adversely affects the propensity to own: We demonstrate that the awareness of neighborhood problems such as crime, vandalism, litter and graffiti in the destination housing market decreases with the distance moved. We interpret this finding as indicating that movers do have difficulty in collecting information on distant housing markets and that they are therefore not fully aware of all the problems present in the relevant neighborhoods. Put differently, our implicit assumption is that the awareness of neighborhood problems is positively correlated with the amount and quality of information mover households have on the new neighborhood prior to the move.
Secondly, we provide evidence in favor of our main proposition that the propensity to own is 3 adversely affected by the moving distance. We demonstrate that our findings are robust to controlling not only for demographic and socio-economic characteristics but also for region and survey year fixed effects, the previous housing tenure and housing characteristics, and dummy variables for the main reason of moving. Our analysis reveals that the negative effect is not only highly significant in a statistical sense but also reasonably meaningful in an economic sense. Based on our most rigorous specification, an increase in the distance moved by one standard deviation, measured at the mean, decreases the probability of owning of a representative household by 3.2 percentage points.
Thirdly, we test the proposition that the adverse effect of the distance moved on the propensity to own is of a temporary rather than permanent nature. We find that the length of stay at the destination market is adversely affected by the previous moving distance and this negative effect is stronger for private renters, consistent with the view that the optimal strategy for longer distance movers is to rent first and accumulate information on the destination housing market prior to making a momentous investment decision.
Our paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we discuss the findings of previous related studies, clarify the contribution of our paper to the literature and derive empirically testable predictions. Section 3 describes the data, outlines our empirical strategy and presents our findings. The last section concludes.
Background and testable hypotheses
Related research
Our paper ties into a large literature on the determinants of the housing tenure (own-rent) decision. Most of the literature to date has focused on household specific characteristics -in our analysis controls -as determinants of the individual tenure choice.
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The focus of our paper is on the lack of knowledge on a destination housing market, which essentially refers to uncertainty about its various aspects. The seminal theoretical paper on the role of housing related risks for housing tenure decisions is Henderson and Ioannides (1983) . Their housing investment-consumption model provides the basis for analyzing housing demand and tenure choice. The key element of their model is an investment constraint that requires that owner-occupiers must own at least as much housing as they consume, implying that typically homeowners have to 'overinvest' in housing. Fu (1991) further developed the framework and concluded that an increase in the investment risk (variation in house prices) should reduce the optimal housing investment. Consequently, an increase in investment risk should enlarge the distortion associated with owner-occupied housing. The greater distortion then leads to two effects: a reduction in housing consumption conditional on homeownership and a reduction in the attractiveness of homeownership relative to renting, implying a 4 reduced probability that households own their home (Hilber, 2005) .
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On the empirical side, various studies have investigated the role of uncertainty for own-rent decisions. To begin with, Haurin and Gill (1987) , Haurin (1991) and Robst et al. (1999) demonstrate, using US data, that income uncertainty adversely affects homeownership attainment. Diaz-Serrano (2005) reports a similar finding in a European context, where institutional settings and property market characteristics are quite different from the US. In a related study, Davidoff (2006) shows that individuals whose labor incomes co-vary strongly with housing values purchase relative inexpensive homes or rent.
More closely related to our paper, a number of studies (Rosen et al., 1984; Turner, 2003; Turner and Seo, 2007) find that the volatility of house prices adversely affects the propensity to own. In a similar vein, and consistent with our findings, Hilber (2005) provides evidence that greater neighborhood specific uncertainty significantly reduces the likelihood that households own their home and that this effect may be causal.
A few studies focus on the trade-off between the uncertainty of renting and house price uncertainty. Sinai and Souleles (2005) argue that with renting, the long-term cost of obtaining housing is unknown. Their empirical findings suggest that the rent hedging benefit associated with owner-occupied housing in the US significantly increases the homeownership rate. In a follow-up study (Sinai and Souleles, 2013) they point out that existing homeowners may also be protected from price fluctuations if they move within the same market or even between two markets, to the extent that the covariance in house prices between the two markets is high. This hedging argument should apply less though for neighborhood specific uncertainty since renters are compensated for shocks to neighborhoods with corresponding adjustments in rents (Hilber, 2005) and it should not apply to idiosyncratic risk components that are arguably more relevant in our empirical analysis.
A different strand of the literature focuses on the role of general knowledge on housing transactions and how such knowledge affects tenure decisions, e.g. through an intergenerational transfer of knowledge (Henretta, 1984; Boehm and Schlottman, 1999; Mulder and Smits, 1999; Dietz and Haurin, 2003; Haurin and Morrow-Jones 2006) . What this literature reveals is that information likely plays a role for housing tenure decisions. Yezer and Thurston (1976) and DaVanzo (1983) argue that the longer the distance of a move, the more costly it is to obtain information on employment opportunities in the new labor market.
5 While Henderson and Ioannides (1983) and Fu (1991) omit risky assets other than housing, Brueckner (1997) provides a formal analysis of the 'overinvestment' issue of owner-occupied housing in a framework with several risky assets including owner-occupied housing. Using a combination of the housing investment-consumption model of Henderson and Ioannides (1983) and the standard mean-variance portfolio framework (Fama and Miller, 1980) , Brueckner (1997) demonstrates that when the investment constraint induced by owner-occupied housing is binding, homeowners cannot adequately diversify their portfolio. Consequently, since the portfolio distortion is greater in places with higher housing risk (holding the level of housing consumption constant) and since a larger distortion leads to a decrease in the attractiveness of homeownership relative to renting, it follows that housing units in risky neighborhoods should be less likely to be owner-occupied (Hilber, 2005) . The same conclusion can also be derived from a model that analyzes the tenure choice of households in a dynamic framework and under uncertainty of income and housing costs (Ortalo-Magné and Rady, 2002) .
Their findings arguably also apply to the housing market and to the extent this is the case, our prediction is that the longer the distance a household moves, the lower is the likelihood of homeownership through its negative effect on the amount and quality of the collected information on local housing markets.
To sum up, various types of uncertainty have been shown to lower the likelihood of homeownership and hence it can be inferred that lack of information or knowledge on local housing markets, which increases the uncertainty about housing investments in those markets, is also likely to discourage homeownership. Since house prices are strongly affected by location specific characteristics, knowledge on local housing markets may thereby have a greater impact on the homeownership decision than general knowledge of the process of buying a home. To our knowledge, the effect of the former type of knowledge has not been explored rigorously so far. The most closely related study to ours is Clark and Huang (2004) who look at the relationship between the distance moved and the homeownership status using the British Household Panel Survey. They suggest that homeowners do not show a particularly strong tendency to return to renting even after they make long-distance moves but their conclusion is based solely on descriptive statistics. This paper is the first study to test our main hypothesis formally in a rigorous way through an econometric approach.
Testable predictions
The amount of information obtained on new housing and neighborhoods is likely to decrease with the distance moved as previously argued by e.g. Yezer and Thurston (1976) or DaVanzo (1983) . In terms of empirical prediction we would expect that the awareness of neighborhood problems in the destination housing market decreases with the distance moved, since movers have difficulty collecting reliable information on the problems -especially less apparent ones such as property crime or occasional vandalism -in more distant housing markets. We can formulate our first testable prediction as:
Prediction 1: The awareness of neighborhood specific problems decreases as the distance moved increases.
In the new housing markets, the movers face uncertainty about the quality of the neighborhood and the appropriate price level for housing of a given quality. This uncertainty is expected to encourage movers to opt to rent since renting implies no house price risk (which can be substantial for poorly informed buyers) and lower subsequent moving costs. Yet, the degree of uncertainty is expected to increase with the distance moved as the collection of information on the new housing market becomes increasingly difficult. Hence, our main prediction can be formulated as:
Prediction 2: The longer the distance moved the more likely households are to choose private renting over owner-occupation.
After settling down in the new accommodation, the level of the mover's knowledge of the local area is expected to gradually increase over time. We would therefore expect a corrective or adjustment move to more permanent owner-occupied accommodation nearby, as soon as the mover household has been able to accumulate sufficient information and thus reduce the investment risk in the local market. The tendency to adjust housing quality and microlocation within the same housing market sooner rather than later should be stronger for longer-distance movers as they are less likely to be satisfied with their first accommodation in the new market due to the informational shortage. We can formulate our third prediction as:
Prediction 3: The longer the distance moved the more likely households are to move again shortly after the initial move.
Through testing Predictions 1 to 3, we aim to demonstrate that facing uncertainty regarding the quality and conditions of new housing and neighborhoods, a long-distance mover's rational behavior may be to first move into temporary private rental accommodation and then later settle into a more permanent owner-occupied place.
Empirical analysis
Data
The data for our empirical analysis comes from the Survey of English Housing (SEH) provided by the UK Office of National Statistics. The SEH ran for fifteen years from 1993/94 until 2007/08 and covered close to 30,000 English households annually. 6 The SEH provides the essential information for our analysis, including the household's housing tenure status (owner-occupier, private renter or public renter), the distance moved, scores of self-assessed problems in the household's neighborhood, housing-related characteristics, and demographic and socio-economic characteristics of households and their heads. An important feature of the survey is that, although it is cross-sectional in nature, it provides inter-temporal information on the households, allowing us to track the circumstances of a household over two time periods including, how the distance between the past and contemporaneous residential location affects the contemporaneous housing tenure choice. Of the inter-temporal information, the previous tenure status is particularly helpful in that it allows us to control for household preferences and a household's ability to own -both are not usually observed directly in survey data. Our regression sample consists of data from all 15 survey years. The resulting large sample size allows us to carry out additional tests for various sub-samples. The unit of observation is the household but the survey also provides personal information on the household heads.
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The SEH provides detailed information on a household's housing tenure status. Three main groups can be distinguished: homeowners, private renters, and public renters. 8 The focus of 6 The SEH ended in 2007/8 and was merged with the English House Condition Survey to form a single housing survey for the UK called the English Housing Survey. To ensure the continuity and consistency of the variables, we only use the SEH for our analysis. 7 The SEH defines a 'household head' or 'household reference person' as a person in whose name the accommodation of the household is owned or rented. 8 The group of 'homeowners' includes households that 'own outright', 'own with a mortgage', and 'partly own/partly rent'. The group of 'public renters' includes households that 'rent from local council or housing association'. The group of private renters includes households that 'rent from private landlords, property companies, employers, organizations or relatives and friends'. our empirical analysis is on the choice between owner-occupation and private renting. The inclusion of public renting in our analysis, as a tenure choice, would be problematic because in England public rental accommodation is allocated in a complex administrative process, based on formal criteria (income level and number of children). Unlike the own vs. private rent decision, it is not the outcome of households' cost-benefit considerations under uncertainty. 9 We therefore exclude public renters from our analysis.
The main explanatory variable in our various estimating equations is the distance between the previous (original) and the current (destination) accommodation, as self-assessed by the moving households. The variable is reported in the SEH as a categorical variable with 8 groupings, ranging from 'under 1 mile' to '50 miles or more'. We exclude households that migrated from Northern Ireland or abroad 10 and converted the original variable to a continuous variable by taking the mid-value of each range 11 . The conversion facilitates the interpretation of our empirical results and allows us to estimate specifications with interaction terms between distance moved and other characteristics of households.
The control variables can be grouped into demographic and individual-specific characteristics of household heads, household characteristics, housing characteristics, and survey year and region dummies. We exclude two groups of household heads from our analysis. Firstly, we drop the 601 students in the sample. Students usually leave their family for college or university, so for a relatively short period of time, they live independently from their parents, and they become heads of their own households. Students in the UK typically move long distance rather than locally and they almost always rent their accommodation. Their housing tenure is determined mainly by the short expected length of stay. We also exclude 1,337 households that report that the main reason for moving is their intention to become homeowners out of concern of reversed-causation.
12
The total number of households available for the entire duration of the survey is 429,878. Our sample size is significantly smaller since the information on the distance moved is only available for those households that moved within 3 years of the time of the survey being 9 Of the many characteristics of private renting, our analysis focuses on its ability to offer easy and quick access to and exit from accommodation without much financial commitment/investment risk. Whereas private renters in England typically have short expected durations in their accommodations and little financial commitment, public renters normally have very long expected stays and potentially a lot to lose from exiting. This is because public rental housing in England is strongly subsidized, characterized by 'undersupply' and, hence, long waiting lists. Unlike the own-rent decision of higher income households, which is arguably driven by cost-benefit considerations under uncertainty, low income households with many children will almost certainly opt for subsidized public rental housing if given the option (often after many years waiting in a queue). 10 Households that moved from Northern Ireland or abroad are excluded from the regression sample as they are likely to choose private renting mainly because they are unfamiliar with the institutional settings of the English property and mortgage markets, rather than because they do not have knowledge of the local areas where they have settled down (the theoretical mechanism we explore in our analysis). 11 For example, 0.5 miles for the category of 'under 1 mile', 1.5 miles for '1 mile but not 2 miles', 3.5 miles for '2 miles but not 5 miles', etc. For the category of 'over 50 miles', we assigned '75 miles' arbitrarily. However, choosing other arbitrary values such as 50 or 100 miles leaves our results virtually unchanged. 12 The inclusion or exclusion of either of the two groups or both groups does not alter our findings. The estimated adverse impact and significance levels of the distance moved on the propensity to own -our main finding -are virtually unaffected.
8 conducted, meaning they were relatively recent movers. This reduces the sample size to 67,648. We further drop public renters, foreign migrants, students and those households that moved 'for homeownership', reducing our sample to 44,489 households. Finally, households are dropped if they have missing values in any of the variables, leaving us with a sample size of 37,755 observations. The summary statistics for this sample are reported in Table 1 .
Starting from this number of observations, the exact sample size used to test Predictions 1 to 3 varies somewhat due to the exclusion of some observations, depending on the specification estimated, as discussed below.
Empirical strategy
Prediction 1 is concerned about the relationship between the distance moved and the level of information that the movers hold on the new neighborhood. The SEH provides information on how household heads think about the severity of local problems such as crime. Our expectation is that households who move a longer distance and therefore have less information on the destination neighborhood will be unaware of many micro-location specific problems and will therefore underestimate these problems. The mover's assessment of the local problems is of course not only affected by the distance moved, but also by the easily observable severity of the problems/quality of the neighborhood. If easily observable neighborhood quality were correlated with the distance moved but omitted from the regression, then the estimated coefficient on the distance moved variable would be biased. This could be, for example, because households may want to move away from local problems through long distance moves.
As the SEH does not provide any direct information on neighborhood quality, our strategy is to indirectly control for neighborhood quality -to the extent feasible -by including variables in our empirical specification that are likely to be strongly related to neighborhood quality such as real household income and house value council tax bands. Real household income is well-known to be strongly positively associated with neighborhood quality due to the fact that the higher the income, the more likely the household is to live in a good neighborhood.
Local house values also have a close relationship with neighborhood quality through the process of house price capitalization (see Hilber, 2012 , for a synthesis of the recent literature).
In our empirical specifications we use the local house value council tax band as a proxy for local house values. Council tax bands do not precisely measure the capitalized value of the current neighborhood quality; rather they represent the 'sustained' neighborhood quality as assessed by local Council officials. 13 House value council tax bands can be considered to be a noisy but exogenous assessment of the neighborhood quality. Importantly, they do not represent a subjective assessment by the survey respondent. Finally, the physical size of housing units -as measured e.g. by the number of bedrooms -is likely related to the quality of the neighborhood. Large (and expensive) houses are found more often in high-quality neighborhoods.
Our expectation is that, holding household characteristics and the neighborhood quality constant and controlling for the survey year, longer distance movers will self-report lower severities of neighborhood problems in the destination housing market. Specifically, we can test Prediction 1 by estimating the following equation:
whereas i, j, and t denote the household/head, location/property 14 , and survey year respectively.
The dependent variable takes one of the following three values: a specific local problem, for example, crime is 'serious' (value = 1), 'problematic but not serious' (value = 2), or 'not a problem at all' (value = 3). Since a lower value of the dependent variable indicates greater severity, holding all else constant, Prediction 1 implies that 1 should be positive.
Estimating an ordered logit model is appropriate here, as only an order among the options of the dependent variables is known. To check whether Prediction 1 finds support in the data for different types of local problems, we investigate the cases of crime, vandalism, litter and graffiti.
Prediction 1 suggests that, holding the neighborhood quality constant, the extent to which a mover household is aware of neighborhood problems in the destination market at the time of the tenure decision should decrease with the distance moved. Hence, in order to accurately test Prediction 1, ideally, we would use the self-assessment of neighborhood problems at the point in time of the housing tenure decision. However, this information is not available in the SEH. As a second best alternative, we limit our regression sample only to mover households that, at the time of the survey interview, had lived in their current accommodation for a short period of time. We therefore drop all households from the regression sample that have lived in their current home for one year or more and only keep the most recent movers (henceforth, 'recent movers'). Our rationale for choosing a one year window is that while households start accumulating information on the destination neighborhood as soon as they move in, it would seem reasonable to assume that it takes some time -a year or more rather than just weeks or a few months -to fully comprehend the nature and complexity of the neighborhood, likely development plans, and accumulated social capital etc. To the extent that households accumulate all relevant information nearly instantaneously (within weeks or months) we would expect not to find a significant positive coefficient 1 . Out of the sample of 37,755 observations -reported in Table 1 -15,202 had lived in their locations for less than one year.
In addition, the regression sample size varies depending on the type of neighborhood problem considered. For example, for crime the sample size is 10,543 households. Table 1 provides more detail.
Our main research objective is to test whether, holding other things constant, the distance moved affects the mover's decision whether to own or rent privately. We specify the regression model such that the probability of homeownership is expressed as a function of the distance moved along with other controls. Our main estimating equation can be expressed as:
whereas i, j, and t again denote the household/head, location/property, and survey year respectively.
The dependent variable is a dummy that takes the value of 1 if a household is an owneroccupier or 0 if it rents from a private landlord. The model is estimated by maximum likelihood logit. Our main Prediction 2 implies that the estimated coefficient of the distance moved ( 1 ) should take a negative sign.
One set of household-specific control variables appears uniquely in estimating equation (2): dummy variables for the tenure status of household i in the previous accommodation. Specifically, we include two dummy variables, one for public renters and one for private renters (owner-occupiers are the omitted category). The past tenure status is likely correlated with both the current tenure status and the distance moved. Previous homeowners tend to become homeowners again and are arguably more reluctant to move short distances as substantial moving costs cannot be justified for short-distance moves.
In order to test Prediction 2, we again confine the regression sample to 'recent movers'. We are interested in the relationship between the distance moved and the housing tenure status at the time of the move. We expect that the negative link between distance moved and homeownership will be diluted over time, as long-distance movers, who are more likely to be renters, are expected to move again at a faster rate than short-distance movers. The sample of 'recent movers' again includes 15,202 households. When the cases with missing values relating to the previous tenure variable are dropped, the final sample size for the regressions is 13,185.
Prediction 3 states that the longer the distance moved, the more likely movers are to make an adjustment move shortly after the initial move. If this is true, the proportion of residents with lengthier stays should be lower among the longer-distance movers than among the shorterdistance ones. We can test this prediction by estimating the following estimating equation:
whereas i, j, and t again denote the household/head, location, and survey year respectively.
The dependent variable is the length of stay in the current accommodation. It is given as a 11 categorical variable taking one of the following three values: 'less than 1 year', '1 year but not 2 years' and '2 years but not 3 years'. The reason for why the length of stay (the dependent variable) does not go beyond 3 years is because the information on the distance moved (the key explanatory variable) is only available for those who have lived in the current accommodation for less than 3 years. The categorical dependent variable is converted into a continuous variable by taking the mid-value of the range (e.g. half a year for 'less than 1 year'). Since the transformed variable is continuous, we use OLS to estimate equation (3). Prediction 3 suggests that the estimated coefficient 1 on the distance moved variable should have a negative sign.
The set of other control variables is similar to those used in equations (1) and (2). The dummy variables capturing the housing tenure status are particularly important, as private renters are more likely to move again soon and also to have moved longer distances than homeowners. Unlike in the previous specifications, testing Prediction 3 does not require the regression sample to be limited to recent movers, as the length of stay is the main explanatory variable. All 37,755 observations are used. Table 1 reports the summary statistics. Table 2 reports the ordered logit regression results for Prediction 1 that the awareness of neighborhood specific problems decreases as the distance moved increases (i.e., the proposed mechanism that we argue is driving long-distance movers to rent rather than own). (Table 2 only reports the coefficients of the key variable 'distance moved'. We report the full set of results with all controls in Table A1 in an unpublished Web-Appendix.) The dependent variable in columns (1) to (4) is a measure that captures how serious household heads think crime is in their local areas. Since a smaller value of the measure indicates a more serious problem, we would expect that the coefficient on the distance variable is positive.
Empirical results
Column (1) reports findings for a specification that only includes the distance moved plus regional and time dummies. The estimated coefficient (0.0053) turns out to be positive and significant at the 1% level, consistent with Prediction 1. However, the coefficient could be biased due to omitted variables. When household heads' personal and household characteristics are additionally controlled for in column (2), the estimate for the distance moved remains statistically significant at the 1% level but goes down somewhat (0.0045) and arguably becomes less. This is not surprising since various demographic and socio-economic characteristics are correlated with the distance moved. Though not explicitly shown, the addition of real household income contributes most strongly to the decline of the estimated coefficient on 'distance moved', consistent with our reasoning above. In column (3) we additionally control for housing characteristics. Adding the various housing controls reduces the coefficient on 'distance moved' further to 0.0041. Though again not shown explicitly, the housing value control derived from council tax bands, contributes most strongly to the drop in the coefficient on 'distance moved'. Lastly, as shown in column (4), when the main reason for moving is also controlled for, the estimate of interest decreases further to 0.0034. However, even after carefully controlling for a large set of covariates in column (4), the estimated coefficient of the distance moved still remains positive and remains highly statistically significant at the 1% level. In columns (5) to (7), we report the same regression result as that reported in column (4), but with alternative dependent variables: seriousness of vandalism, graffiti and litter. Again, smaller values of the measures indicate more serious problems, so we would again expect that the coefficient on the distance variable is positive in all cases. Though the results vary somewhat depending on the outcome measure, the estimates of the distance moved variable are positive and statistically significant, at least at the 10% level, throughout. All the results are consistent with the hypothesis that the distance moved does have a negative effect on the level of information that movers hold on destination housing markets. Table 3 documents the results of logit estimates for Prediction 2 (the main proposition), which states that the longer the distance moved, the lower is the probability that a household becomes an owner-occupier. Again, Table 3 only reports the key findings; the full set of results is reported in the unpublished Web-Appendix Table A2 . The explanatory variables that are thought to be correlated with both the distance moved and the probability of homeownership are grouped into three categories and controlled for gradually, from left to right. In all columns, the distance moved has a negative relationship with the probability of homeownership, consistent with Prediction 2, and in all specifications the estimated effect is statistically significant at the 1% level. The estimates for the distance moved vary substantially depending on the types of control variables included in the empirical model. When personal, household and housing characteristics are controlled for in columns (2) and (3), the negative relationship between distance moved and the probability of homeownership becomes substantially stronger (0.011 and 0.014 compared to 0.0053 in column 1).
However, when we add controls for 'the main reasons for moving', the coefficient drops again to 0.0054. The explanation for this drop is the fact that the reasons for moving are correlated with the distance moved. Those who want to move for job-related reasons (often for better job opportunities in large labor markets such as London) need to move long distances whilst those moving for housing-or neighborhood-related reasons move short distances. 15 The average distance moved for housing-related movers in the regression sample used in Table 3 is 5 to 6 miles, for neighborhood-related movers it is 13 to 17 miles and for job-related movers it is about 50 miles. At the same time, the reasons for moving are also correlated with the homeownership status. Housing-and neighborhood-related movers tend to owner-occupy their new homes, whereas the job-related movers tend to rent, regardless of the distance moved. One explanation for this is that, in contrast to housing-and neighborhood-related movers, the prime focus of job-related movers is on their new jobs rather than on finding a permanent place to live in. In fact, this is another piece of evidence that the information available on the local housing market has an influence on movers' housing tenure decisions. Overall, the reasons for moving are correlated with both, the distance moved and the tenure decision, and controlling for the reasons substantially reduces 13 the strength of the negative correlation between them. However, the correlation is still negative and significant at the 1% level, consistent with Prediction 2.
Another, potentially important, factor determining the housing tenure status is the degree to which a household is financially constrained (e.g., Linneman and Wachter, 1989) . In a hypothetical setting where all households are severely financially constrained, nobody would own and the distance moved would be unrelated to homeownership. Therefore, the more financially constrained households are, the more biased towards zero the relationship between the distance moved and homeownership can be expected to be.
The SEH, like most other household datasets, does not include household wealth, a measure for how down-payment constrained households are. However, the dataset does include information on the previous housing tenure status; and therefore, by implication, on whether households have collateral (i.e., a home), the proceeds (capital gains) of which they can use to purchase a home in a subsequent move. Moreover, previous homeowners are also better placed to obtain a new mortgage. Therefore, previous homeowners' contemporaneous tenure decisions can be expected to be less likely affected by financial constraints than those by previous renters and, hence, the effect of the distance moved on the contemporaneous propensity to own can be expected to be less biased towards zero. Indeed, the interaction effects between different types of previous housing tenure (homeowner, private renter and public renter), reported in column (1) of Table 4 , reveal that the distance moved only affects the contemporaneous tenure choice at the destination location of previous homeowners but not of previous private renters or social renters. 16 Another implication from this finding is that informational constraints also matter for those who are wealthy enough to afford homeownership (possibly even outright). Even if households want to and are able to own, uncertainty about the value of a potential investment induced by lack of reliable information likely discourages homeownership. Overall, these results provide further indication that lack of housing and neighborhood information are very important for housing tenure decisions.
Similar to the previous tenure status, household income also likely captures the ability of households to afford homeownership, as it reflects the degree to which households are liquidity constrained. Hence, in a similar vein, in column (2) of Table 4 we examine whether the relationship of interest varies among different income groups. Our prediction is that the higher the household income, the less likely households are financially constrained and, therefore, the more negative should be the estimated effect of the distance moved on the propensity to own. There are four levels of household income in our data: '£0 to £9,999'; '£10,000 to £19,999'; '£20,000 to £49,999', and; '£50,000 and over'. Using the interaction terms between the different income groups on the one hand and the distance moved on the other hand, we thus estimate for each income group separately the effect of the distance moved on the propensity to own. The empirical results are again consistent with our prediction; the lowest income group indeed has the smallest estimate (with a positive sign) and it is not statistically different from zero, while the top income group has the largest and the most statistically significant negative estimate. The result provides further indication that households can express their preference over residential tenure types according to the distance moved only when they are not severely financially constrained.
As discussed above, the main reasons for moving are correlated with the intensity of the search in the destination housing markets. Those households that want to move for housing and neighborhood related reasons can be expected to search more intensely than those that move for job-related reasons, regardless of the distances they plan to move. Therefore, the relationship between the propensity to own and the distance moved is expected to be weaker and less significant for housing-and neighborhood-related movers. We test and confirm this hypothesis using the interaction terms between the distance moved and the reasons for moving and report results in column (3) of Table 4 . The estimates for 'distance × neighborhood' and 'distance × housing' are positive but not statistically different from zero, while the coefficients on the remaining interaction effects/reasons ('distance × had to move'; 'distance × personal/family reasons'; 'distance × job-related reasons') are all negative and significant. Of these, the estimate for the job-related movers is the most negative, implying that the job-related movers' propensity to own is more strongly adversely affected by the distance moved than that of any other group of movers. Table 5 reports quantitative effects of the relationships of interest based on the various regression results reported in Tables 3 and 4 . The first row reveals that, according to the core specification in Table 3 , column (4), a one standard deviation increase in the distance moved from its mean, reduces the probability of being a homeowner by 3.2% points. This suggests that the impact of the distance moved on homeownership is quantitatively reasonably meaningful.
The remaining rows in Table 5 report quantitative interpretations of the various estimated interaction effects. Panel A reveals that a one standard deviation increase in the distance moved reduces the propensity of a previous homeowner to own again by 6.1% points, a quantitatively quite meaningful effect. Similarly, as Panel B documents, a one standard deviation increase in the distance moved reduces the propensity to own of a household with earnings of '£50,000 or more' by 8.6% points. Finally, Panel C suggests that a one standard deviation increase in the distance moved reduces the propensity to own of a job related mover by 8.4% points. Table 6 finally reports OLS regression results of the test of Prediction 3, which states that the longer the distance a household has moved, the more likely it is to move again soon to find more permanent accommodation within the same housing market. As discussed in Section 3.2, our empirical strategy is to run OLS regressions with the dependent variable being the length of stay in the current location and the main explanatory variable being the distance moved. The coefficient on the distance moved variable is expected to be negative. Column (1) in Table 6 reports results for a specification that only includes the distance moved plus time and 15 region dummies. 17 The estimate of the distance moved on the length of stay is indeed negative and statistically different from zero with 99% confidence, implying that longerdistance movers move again at a faster rate than their shorter-distance counterparts. This result is persistent and the coefficient on the distance moved variable becomes slightly larger when additional controls are added. Columns (2) and (3) of Table 6 provide details. Lastly, we would expect that the effect of interest is stronger among private renters. This is because those who do not yet live in permanent accommodation but plan to move to more permanent accommodation will likely be private renters in the first place. Therefore, the estimated effect of the distance moved on the length of stay should be more negative for private renters. Column (4) of Table 6 provides evidence consistent with this prediction. Though the effect is smaller for homeowners, it is worth noting that even homeowners tend to stay for a shorter period, the longer the distance they had moved previously. This latter finding is consistent with two different interpretations: (1) long distance movers may generally be more mobile and (2) long distance movers are more likely to make ill-informed housing decisions that result in mismatch and, as a consequence, homeowners may be more likely to re-adjust their housing choice despite the fact that this triggers a capital loss, stamp duty payments, and other transaction costs. Having said all this, the fact that the distance moved effect is about twice as strong for private renters, provides support for our main proposition that long distance moves, as a consequence of information decay, discourage households to own.
Conclusion
Previous research found that housing investment risk has a significant adverse impact on the decision of households to own. In this paper we explore the link between the distance moved, the corresponding information decay and increased investment risk, and the subsequent propensity of households to buy rather than rent their home. Our key findings can be summarized as follows: An increase in the distance moved reduces the amount and/or quality of information households have on the destination housing market. This in turn increases the housing investment risk in the destination market (although we cannot explicitly show this link in our empirical analysis) and thereby reduces the propensity to own -our main empirical finding. This adverse effect on homeownership is not permanent however.
Households that moved a longer distance, especially private renters, are more likely to have a shorter stay in their home compared to households that moved a shorter distance. This implies that those long-distance movers who were discouraged to buy in the destination market, as a consequence of the distance induced investment risk, start accumulating information on the local property market and specific sites as soon as they move to the new area. This in turn lowers their investment risk over time and encourages them to consider making a more permanent 'corrective' move locally with the intent to buy a home.
Overall, our empirical findings suggest that information gathered on local housing markets has an important adverse effect on the propensity of a household to own: The difficulty of collecting information on the destination housing market discourages homeownership. More generally, this finding may at least partially explain why immigrants (who move very long distances and have least information on the destination housing market) tend to have lower homeownership propensities, even when controlling for numerous other factors that drive housing tenure decisions. Conversely, it can be argued that a well-functioning private rental housing market for temporary accommodation serves (at least) two important purposes: it prevents ill-informed housing purchases that can only be reversed with a significant financial loss and, since long-distance movers typically move for job-related reasons, it facilitates matching in the labor market. Notes: ***, **,* significance level at 1, 5, and 10% respectively. Age, sex and economic status are of household heads. The full regression results are reported in the unpublished Web-Appendix Table A1 . Notes: ***, **,* significance level at 1, 5, and 10% respectively. Age, sex and economic status are of household heads. The full regression results are reported in the unpublished Web-Appendix Table A2 . Notes: ***, **,* significance level at 1, 5, and 10% respectively. Age, sex and economic status are of household heads. The full regression results are reported in the unpublished Web-Appendix Table A3 . Table 4 (1) -0.00957*** -6.07%*** Previous public renter Table 4 (1) -0.00377 -2.10%
TABLES
Previous private renter Notes: ***, **,* significance level at 1, 5, and 10% respectively. Age, sex and economic status are of household heads. The full regression results are reported in the unpublished Web-Appendix Table A4 . Notes: ***, **,* significance level at 1, 5, and 10% respectively. Age, sex and economic status are of household heads. Notes: ***, **,* significance level at 1, 5, and 10% respectively. Age, sex and economic status are of household heads. 
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